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Abstract: Entrepreneurship has the potential to reduce poverty, stimulate economic growth and boost
innovation, in addition to enhancing social and environmental sustainability. In accordance with the
human capital theory and previous empirical studies, it is assumed that entrepreneurship education
and training (EET) directly correlates with positive entrepreneurial outcomes and therefore sustainable
development. Although several scholars have attempted to review and analyze EET literature over
the past decade, none of these reviews directly links EET with sustainable development or focuses on
the role and status of EET (research) in less-stable areas of the world. This systematic review thus
attempts to analyze recent literature to identify the extent to which EET research addresses Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs). The review identifies several gaps in research and practice that potentially
hinder EET from adequately advancing sustainable development, including a dearth of research
on fragile states and demographic diversity, limited EET access to non-university students and a
general lack of focus on educational technology, progressive education approaches, and innovation in
fragile countries compared to stable ones. The review also identifies challenges pertaining to EET
resource constraints in fragile contexts. The paper concludes by offering insights on how educational
technology could mitigate EET challenges in fragile environments to ultimately ease some barriers
towards SDG advancement and provides recommendations for future research directions.
Keywords: Sustainable Development Goals; entrepreneurship education and training; fragile states;
educational technology
1. Introduction
Two billion people currently live in countries impacted by fragility, conflict and violence, with
the percentage of individuals living in extreme poverty in conflict-affected areas expected to rise to
more than 60% by 2030 [1]. High (youth) unemployment levels in fragile contexts not only hinder
economic development, but also contribute to violence and conflict [2]. For instance, evidence from the
Sahel region shows that the social stigma accompanying poverty and unemployment drives youth to
join armed groups in pursuit of social recognition [3], while the lack of economic opportunity and the
promise of a regular income have driven many Syrians to join extremist groups [4]. Without youth
engagement in the labor market, the vicious cycle of poverty and violence cannot be broken.
Realizing the importance of economic empowerment to achieve Sustainable Development Goals
(SGD), the United Nations (UN) has been increasingly focusing on entrepreneurial interventions to
support ambitious youth to start their own businesses and generate employment opportunities for
themselves and others [5]. Entrepreneurship has also been shown to contribute to advancing social and
environmentally sustainable development areas with positive impacts in the areas of financial inclusion,
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empowerment of women, sustainable farming, and minority integration, among many others [6].
Entrepreneurship therefore has direct positive impacts specifically towards poverty alleviation (SDG
1), economic development and unemployment reduction (SDG 8), enhancement of infrastructure and
innovation (SDG 9), social equality and inclusion (SDGs 5 and 10) and sustainable production and
consumption (SDG 12).
Empowering individuals with sufficient academic education creates the necessary human capital
to enhance product and process innovation [7], while specialized entrepreneurship education and
training (EET) enhances entrepreneurship-related human capital, skills and behaviors [8,9]. Particularly
in contexts of fragility and poverty, where unskilled entrepreneurs predominate and small business
activities are mostly of a low-growth, survivalist nature [10–12], EET is vital in allowing entrepreneurship
to reach its full potential. Suboptimal access, quality, and regulation of formal education systems in
several less-developed countries [13], however, call for innovative means of delivering entrepreneurial
capacity-building interventions beyond—in addition to within—the walls of traditional formal
education institutions.
Adaptive learning technologies could provide significant value in less-developed countries by
supporting and supplementing their educational needs [14], while enabling personalization of learning,
establishing connections between learners, increasing student engagement, and providing access to
various learning materials [15]. With even the world’s least-developed countries currently exhibiting
rapid growth in technology adoption [16], there is little reason digitalization cannot become a friend of,
rather than a threat to, the advancement of global sustainable development.
Despite recent advancements in the EET research field and the publication of several literature
reviews and meta-analyses in the area [8,9,17,18], little research connects the EET literature with
sustainable development and, to my knowledge, none has been found that directly analyzes EET’s
relationship to SDGs. Realizing EET’s vital role in enhancing entrepreneurship in advancement of
(at least) six SDGs, it is important to understand the target beneficiaries, approaches, outcomes
and tools employed by current EET initiatives and their representation in highly reputable
entrepreneurship journals.
This paper therefore features a systematic literature review inspired by Eichler and Schwartz [19],
where recent entrepreneurship publications in the EET area are analyzed with respect to their
contribution to SDGs 1, 5, 8, 9, 10 and 12. Though the review revealed adequate emphasis on outcomes
pertaining to SDG 8, several gaps in research and practice are identified that potentially hinder EET
from advancing other SDGs, including a dearth of research on fragile states and demographic diversity,
limited EET access to non-university students and a general lack of focus on educational technology,
progressive education approaches and innovation in fragile countries compared to stable ones.
An analysis of key obstacles hindering EET from achieving its sustainable potential in fragile
contexts follows. The prevalence of traditional education, lack of qualified teachers, lack of funding
and limited access to EET appear to challenge several less-stable countries. Educational technology,
particularly ITS, is proposed as mitigation to those challenges grounded by examples of successful
implementations in various fields of education across several developing-country contexts.
2. Theoretical Background
Indeed, both replicative and innovative entrepreneurs [20] have been shown to be instrumental
for sustainable development. Replicative ones who start new businesses regardless of whether
similar firms are already present in the market are important in fighting poverty [21], enhancing
competition and increasing product supply [22]. Therefore, replicative entrepreneurs could be expected
to contribute to reducing poverty and tackling unemployment, directly advancing SGDs 1 and 8.
However, it is the innovative entrepreneurs who provide new services and goods needed by the
public, create a learning environment for future entrepreneurs, commercialize knowledge and new
ideas, generate (longer-term) profitability and instigate endogenous change which has the potential
to disrupt the status quo [10,23–26]. They therefore have the additional advantage of contributing to
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SDG 9 through fortifying local infrastructure, stimulating homegrown technology development and
enhancing sustainable industrialization. Certainly, numerous innovations stemming from low-resource
environments and poverty-stricken entrepreneurs have proven their contribution to sustainable
development, as seen through examples in the green energy and healthcare technology sectors in
Kenya and India [27,28].
Entrepreneurship has the potential to advance social and environmental sustainability in
additional to economic sustainability. For instance, supporting female entrepreneurship contributes
to women empowerment, improving quality of life, as well as economic growth and entrepreneurial
diversity [29–31], hence directly contributing to the advancement of SDG 5. Migrant and refugee
entrepreneurship also enhances social integration, empowerment and psychological wellbeing, reduces
dependency on welfare and foreign aid, creates employment opportunities for other newcomers and
stimulates domestic entrepreneurship [32–36], providing evidence of entrepreneurship’s capability
to reduce inequality and enhance social cohesion (support for SDG 10). Additionally, recent green
entrepreneurial innovations in agriculture, packaging, energy and manufacturing have the potential to
directly enhance sustainable production and consumption (support for SDG 12) [37,38].
In accordance with the human capital theory, possession of higher levels of knowledge, skills
and relevant competencies is positively correlated with labor market productivity, underscoring the
importance of investment in human capital to enhance economic development [39]. In relation to
entrepreneurship in particular, it is argued that proper education at secondary and post-secondary
levels enhances the formation of a creative and inventive population with the necessary business
start-up skills [7].
This is further validated by large-scale studies on EET. Based on a meta-analysis of 42 independent
samples consisting of 16,657 cases, EET is found to enhance entrepreneurship-related human capital,
knowledge and skills, positive perception of entrepreneurship, intention to seek entrepreneurship,
entrepreneurship outcomes and startup performance [8]. Another study on 11,230 individuals in
32 countries shows that entrepreneurship education at the school level has a positive correlation with
subsequent entrepreneurial activity, particularly in institutional environments with lower corruption
control and financial capital availability [9].
Realizing that EET impacts could differ depending on the context and audience, it is important that
EET be provided to youth at various stages and in different settings. A World Bank study summarizing
findings from 230 EET program evaluations in developing countries concludes that entrepreneurship
education at the secondary level encourages entrepreneurial behavior and the development of relevant
socio-emotional skills, while at the post-secondary level enhances the development of entrepreneurial
capabilities and mindsets [17]. The study also shows that entrepreneurship training for potential
entrepreneurs positively impacts their business practices and helps them in launching new businesses,
while it can support practicing entrepreneurship in accessing financial capital. This clearly shows the
importance of providing EET at various levels outside of advance, stable economies.
With the notion that EET positively correlates with entrepreneurial activity, I therefore assume
that EET initiatives have the potential to advance several SDGs. Accordingly, EET initiatives focusing
on outcomes such as business creation, innovation and technology and/or environmentally conscious
product and service development have the potential to advance SDGs 8, 9 and 12, respectively.
Meanwhile, EET initiatives targeting the low-income, women and girls and/or minority groups have
the potential to advance SDGs 1, 5 and 10, respectively.
Naturally, provision of education and training alone cannot be expected to achieve its goals
without considering how they are delivered. John Dewey classifies education as “traditional” versus
“progressive”, where traditional education involves standardized knowledge transmission from
a teacher to students who are largely passive recipients of knowledge [40]. On the other hand,
progressive education considers each learner’s capacities and interests and focuses on individual
learning-by-doing, shifting the teacher’s role to a knowledge facilitator rather than provider. Traditional
educational approaches therefore contradict the desire for empowerment, change and inventiveness that
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entrepreneurship education seeks to achieve and have even been associated with lower entrepreneurial
intentions [41], calling for progressive approaches in which learning and experience are merged to
mirror future workspaces and emphasize critical thinking, reflection and collaboration [40,42].
Additionally, the general relevance of traditional education is now less than ever given that learners
can access a myriad of knowledge sources through digital means even in several less-developed and
fragile settings [14]. There is therefore a higher need for specialists to support learners in organizing and
prioritizing knowledge rather than its mere provision, while utilizing digital means and educational
technology given their extraordinary potential to enhance the quality, outcomes and accessibility of
education and learning [43,44], with EET being no exception.
The conceptualization of EET’s contribution to SDG advancement is portrayed in Figure 1.
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3. Systematic Review of EET Literature
A systematic literature review was conducted following Tranfield et al.’s methodology and the
PRISMA guidelines [45,46] (a systematic literature review is one in which scientific evidence is reviewed
in a repeatable, transparent, and analytical manner that could inform policy and practice [45]) to
examine entrepreneurship literature’s contribution to sustainable development in accordance with the
theoretical framework. Therefore, EET literature in mainstream, high-impact entrepreneurship journals
was reviewed to identify the main geographies and settings, target audiences, desired outcomes and
common methodologies and tools employed by recent EET initiatives. The process and results of the
systematic review are summarized in Figure 2.
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book review) to give an overview of the literature characteristics. Articles for which no access was
given, those featuring no empirical analysis or case studies of EET programs or featuring an empirical
analysis or case studies on non-EET initiatives (e.g., general education or technology transfer) were
marked as excluded from further analysis with regards to EET impact on SDGs.
The 79 remaining articles were then thoroughly analyzed by scanning their full texts and
summarizing key findings relevant to their contribution to SDG advancement. The articles were
categorized based on several criteria. Firstly, target geography was considered in two different ways:
classification by “region” was performed according to the seven administrative world regions defined
by the World Bank [54] and classification by “fragility” was done according to the Fragile State Index
(FSI) developed by The Fund for Peace (FFP) [55]. The FFP created the FSI based on a Conflict
Assessment System Tool (CAST) that assesses the vulnerability of a state to collapse in pre-, active-
and post-conflict situations based on 12 cohesion, economic, political and social indicators. The FSI
considers 178 states and classifies them in 4 categories – alert, warning, stable, and sustainable—based
on their FSI scores, with the highest-scoring states classified as “alert”, and the lowest-scoring as
“sustainable”.
Resources were also categorized according to the nature of EET, focusing on education/training
setting as well as the demographic diversity of target EET recipients (with focus on SDGs 1, 5 and
10). Additionally, key desired EET outcomes relevant to advancing SDGs 8, 9 and 12, whether
education is provided in a traditional or progressive manner and the use of educational technology
were documented. Finally, EET challenges were identified based on the reviewed literature with a
specific focus on initiatives in less-stable countries (warning/alert FSI classification).
4. Findings and Discussion
The majority of analyzed studies appear to be of an empirical nature, with a focus on EET programs
within higher education institutions. Of these, several papers feature descriptive case studies of EET,
where the design, expected outcomes and challenges of specific EET programs are outlined while
highlighting unique features such as teaching philosophies, pedagogical approaches and innovative
curricula (e.g., [56–59]). On the other hand, most of the quantitative studies in the review appear to
use self-reported questionnaires administered to EET program participants to evaluate EET outcomes
such as entrepreneurial intention and motivation (e.g., [60–62]), opportunity recognition (e.g., [63,64])
and self-efficacy (e.g., [65,66]). Very few studies appear to have employed longitudinal approaches
(e.g., [66–68]) or non-self-reported questionnaires (e.g., [69,70]). Additionally, with a few exceptions
(e.g., [71,72]), most of the reviewed empirical studies do not appear deeply rooted in theory.
A smaller proportion of the reviewed papers are of conceptual or review nature. A few of those
studies introduce conceptual models and theoretical frameworks for the assessment and evaluation of
EET programs (e.g., [73,74]), while others involve systematic literature reviews and meta-analyses of
the methods and impacts of published EET literature (e.g., [75,76]). However, none of those literature
review or conceptual papers appear to analyze EET explicitly in the sustainable development context.
The following subsections feature a deeper dive into the nature, context and impact of the analyzed
literature with respect to SDGs.
4.1. Bibliometrics
As seen in Figures 3 and 4, there appears to be an increase in academic interest in EET over the
past 10 years, with the majority of the articles being of empirical nature. The year 2019 is not included
in the figures, given that only the first half of the year is represented thus far.
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and Pacific region, 6 articles handle the Mid le Eas and N rth Africa covering Egypt (3 articles), Iran
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Clearly, scientific interest in EET is largely focused on advanced economies. Indeed, with respect to
country fragility, only 29 articles handle countries ranking among the 50% less-stable in the world [55],
though many handle countries such as China, Indonesia, Ghana and Ukraine, which are officially not
considered fragile contexts by OECD standards [77]. In fact, o ly 8% of the reviewed articles handle
country contexts classified as alert and are therefore of high fragility.
This could indicate that EET in th world’s more nderprivileged areas, which are in the most
pressing need for sustainable development, does not receive much attention from entrepreneurship
scholars. Either little research is do e in th se parts of the world, or the rese rch is of quality that did
not match the review criteria. This c uld also signal difficulty in conducting research in fragile states,
the preference of researchers to conduct studies based on ease regardless of social importance and/or a
general lack of EET initiatives in those locations.
Conducting rese rc in fragile countries, particularly those ffected by extre e inequality and
violent conflict, can indeed be challenging [78], hindered by issues of informed consent, safety of
researchers and research subjects, cultural misunderstandings, emotional well-being of field researchers
and lack f researcher training. This could explain why no research was found on c untries such as
Syria, Afghanistan and South Sudan, which rank among the world’s most fragile countries and from
which over 55% of global refugees origi ated in 2017 [79], despite a crucial need for understa ing
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and implementing sustainable development efforts in those countries. Those research issues are ones
that intelligent technologies can support the mitigation of, as will be seen later in this paper (Section 6).
4.3. Recipients
As seen in Table 1, a striking 78% of the reviewed literature handles EET courses and programs
for university students, with a few case studies discussing EET at the school level (13%) and vocational
training institutions (3%). Only a handful of studies focus on recipients outside of academic institutions
such as the unemployed and those already running their own business.
Table 1. Summary of EET recipients by age group/educational settings and demographic diversity.
EET Recipients All Sustainable/StableCountries Warning/Alert Countries
By Age
Group/Educational
Setting
# % # % # %
University Students 61 78 42 75 24 83
School Students 10 13 8 14 2 7
Small Business Owners 5 6 4 7 2 7
Unemployed Adults 5 6 4 7 1 3
Students in Vocational
Training Institutes 2 3 2 4 0 0
General Public 3 4 3 5 0 0
Academic Staff 1 1 1 2 1 3
By Demographic
Diversity
Low-Income Individuals 6 8 3 5 4 14
Women/Girls 4 5 1 2 3 10
Minority Groups 2 3 1 2 1 3
This identifies a clear gap in scientific research on school-age entrepreneurship education and a
potential global shortage of EET initiatives targeting youth outside of universities. This aligns with
Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) findings that lack of EET at the school age is a key factor
restraining entrepreneurship across all global geographies [80]. Particularly in fragile conditions,
where attendance of universities may be considered a luxury by a majority of the population, EET
(research) should shift focus to other audiences to maximize its sustainable developmental potential.
In addition, very few reviewed articles focus on alleviating poverty (SDG 1) or enhancing
socioeconomic equality (SDGs 5 and 10) through targeting the relevant demographic segments. For
instance, only 6 articles explicitly focus on low-income individuals, 4 articles handle programs primarily
targeting women and girls and 2 articles handle minority groups (e.g., army veterans and youth with
special needs). None of the reviewed articles explicitly targets victims of conflict, forcibly displaced
individuals or migrants.
Although it is highly unlikely that those demographic groups are explicitly excluded from
partaking in general EET programs, it is important to recognize the challenges that hinder them
from participating in or benefiting from unspecialized initiatives. For example, women have been
shown to exhibit some gender-specific entrepreneurial learning patterns [81], suggesting the need
for personalized EET approaches for women and girls. Additionally, the psychological trauma and
emotional burden facing refugees, conflict survivors, the poor and the differently abled could largely
inhibit them from benefiting from generic EET approaches (see, for example, [82]). Depression alone is
reported to be up to twice as common among low-income populations [83]. Therefore, researchers
and practitioners are urged to focus on research on and implementation of EET specifically targeting
diverse demographic groups to best position entrepreneurship as a vehicle to advance SDGs 1, 5 and
10 in advanced and fragile economies alike.
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4.4. Outcomes, Methods and Tools
Key education/training objectives, methods and tools discussed in the reviewed EET literature
are summarized in Table 2. Most reviewed studies focus on the establishment and success of small
businesses and new ventures as key desired or expected outcomes of EET, which positions EET as a
vehicle to advance SDG 8. Many of those studies focus on the enhancement of entrepreneurial intention
through EET, exemplified by cases in sustainable/stable economies (e.g., the USA [84], Spain [85] and
the Netherlands [60]), as well as warning/alert economies (e.g., Turkey [86], Egypt [87], Iran [87] and
Pakistan [61]). Others focus directly on enhancing entrepreneurial behavior such as increasing startup
rate and small business success (e.g., [57,88]), while a few link EET to economic growth at a macro
level (e.g., [89]). Although a few studies reveal a negative impact of EET on entrepreneurial intentions,
particularly due to decreased EET participant optimism after learning exactly what it takes to start a
new business [90], or that entrepreneurial intentions are not necessarily correlated with subsequent
new venture creation [91], the vast majority of reviewed studies generally indicate the positive effect
that EET has on enhancing entrepreneurial intention, new business formation and business success.
Particularly in more fragile contexts, most reviewed studies indicate a positive correlation between
EET and entrepreneurial intentions. A notable exception is a study in Pakistan [61], where the lack of
progressive and experiential learning methods is blamed for a reduced entrepreneurial intention in
students who attend a university EET course. This supports studies which reveal EET’s particularly
important positive role in countries with higher corruption and lower institutional stability levels [9].
Additionally, it is possible that EET participants in more fragile settings generally lack the enthusiasm
and optimism that peers in stable economies might possess, hence do not enter the EET programs with
potentially unrealistic expectations of launching the next revolutionary company compared to those in
silicon-valley-like environments.
Table 2. Summary of EET programs by key objectives/outcomes, methods and tools relevant to advance
sustainable development.
Nature of Reviewed EET
Programs All
Sustainable/Stable
Countries Warning/Alert Countries
Key Objectives # % # % # %
New Business Creation
and/or Growth 75 96 54 96 28 97
Innovation,
Industrialization and
Technology
46 59 38 68 10 34
Environmentally-Sustainable
Products/Services 1 1 1 2 0 0
Key Methods and Tools
Experiential Learning
Approaches 50 64 41 73 11 38
Educational Technology
Tools 7 9 7 13 0 0
As for studies focusing on innovation, industrialization and technological advancement as key EET
objectives (SDG 9), a clear difference is observed between sustainable/stable and warning/alert countries.
The majority of studies focusing on the development of innovative mindsets and problem-solving skills
are-based in highly stable countries (e.g., [56,69,92]), and none have been found in an alert country. This
is understandable, given the higher prevalence of technology and innovation in advanced economies.
However, the growth rate in mobile broadband subscriptions in least-developed countries between
2012 and 2017 was almost 55%, in addition to a 37% growth in fixed broadband subscriptions [16].
Furthermore, 15% of households in least-developed countries have access to the Internet as of 2017,
while many internet users there can access the Internet from publicly available shared connections [16].
Sustainability 2019, 11, 5343 11 of 23
This trend could be promising for the enhancement of various aspects of innovative entrepreneurship
in fragile contexts (including the use of educational technology in EET as discussed in Section 6).
Only 1 of the reviewed articles aims to explicitly advance environmental sustainability (in
particular SDG 12). This unfortunately highlights a lack of scientific interest within EET research and/or
practical focus of current EET efforts on stimulating eco-entrepreneurship. No surprise, therefore,
that in a recent study on entrepreneurship in developing countries and SDGs, total entrepreneurship
activity was found to negatively correlate with environmental sustainability measures [93]. With
the global emergence of numerous innovations targeting environmentally sustainable production
and consumption [19,94], EET’s role in advancing those innovations could be worth investigating.
Particularly in less stable parts of the world, EET could support the much-needed change of mindset
that is necessary to advance eco entrepreneurship [95].
4.5. EET Challenges
Several practical EET challenges were discussed in the reviewed literature pertaining to program
design, delivery and evaluation. Design-related challenges include designing programs that could
achieve official academic accreditation [56,96], programs particularly aiming to enhance creativity and
opportunity recognition [97] and programs that enhance business growth rather than merely new
business creation [98]. Delivery-related challenges result from lack of interest in or cultural resistance
to entrepreneurship [58,72] and collaboration issues between key implementation stakeholders [57].
Evaluation-related challenges arise from bias in self-assessment evaluations [99], lack of measurable
short-term program impacts [100] and pre-selection of students with high success potential [8].
Additional challenges related to resource availability, including lack of funding, qualified
educators, learning materials and infrastructure, predominate in less-stable countries. Realizing
that EET challenges differ with geographic location and country context suggests the need for higher
customization of EET programs and policies. Challenges relevant to fragile contexts are further
discussed in the next section.
5. A Closer Look: EET Challenges amid Fragility
This section zooms in on EET challenges found in countries classified in the warning or alert FSI
categories per the reviewed literature. Challenges that were encountered across more than one article
are highlighted and summarized in Table 3. Interestingly, all of those challenges pertain largely to
resource constraints.
Table 3. EET challenges warning and alert countries.
# Challenge Country Examples Select References
1 Limited Access to EETFacilities/Programs
Egypt, Brazil, Mozambique,
Indonesia, South Africa [63,101–104]
2 Lack of QualifiedEducators
Egypt, Mozambique, Brazil,
South Africa, India [101–105]
3 Lack of Funding for EET Egypt, Mozambique [101,102]
4 Prevalence of TraditionalEducation
Ukraine, Egypt,
Mozambique, Ghana,
Namibia, South Africa
[67,101,102,104,106,107]
The first challenge identified was lack of access to EET facilities. This was observed across several
locations, even though reasons for lack of access may differ. In the case of Egypt, EET is mostly
available in some private university settings and seems to be made accessible mostly to the “elite
class” of the society [101,108]. Though not specifically mentioned as a challenge in the corresponding
article, a similar situation may apply to Indonesia, in which the EET program management administer
psychological tests in the student selection process [63]. With mental health issues being closely
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related to poverty [83], employing psychological tests in the student recruitment process could imply
the exclusion of the most underprivileged from such programs. In Brazil, EET seems limited to a
handful of higher education institutes and concentrated mostly in two more developed regions of the
country [103]. Educational resources and support infrastructures, such as labs, libraries, and incubators
appear to be quite limited in availability in Mozambique [102], restricting EET access.
Those Brazilian, Mozambican and Egyptian cases, in addition to studies in South Africa and India,
also mention the lack of qualified teachers as a challenge to EET. According to the corresponding papers,
the lack of trained educators in Brazil seems to be one of the biggest challenges to EET in the country,
the number of teachers in Mozambique with specific training or experience in entrepreneurship as
quite small, while Egypt needs to train educators on ways to enhance creativity and innovativeness
in students, rather than simply transferring and assessing knowledge. The Indian case cites a lack
of experienced educators and systemic focus on EET as obstacles to entrepreneurial development
in the country, while teachers in South Africa appear to discourage students from disadvantaged
backgrounds from taking courses focused on critical thinking (e.g., math and sciences), as they might be
“too difficult” for them, hindering their development into active and effective labor market participants.
Both articles on Mozambique and Egypt also mention the lack of financial resources as a main EET
challenge, where lack of funding is a key reason leading to the limited availability of educational
resources and support structures in Mozambique and the lack of EET in public Egyptian universities.
Egypt, Mozambique, Ukraine, Ghana, South Africa and Namibia also seem to have a prevalent
culture of traditional education in which innovative curricula and teaching materials are lacking.
Egypt has a traditional public education system where habitual memorization of standard learning
materials largely prevails over fostering practical knowledge and creative thinking. Ukrainian teachers
use Russian and Ukrainian textbooks, which do not incorporate recent global advances and current
methods in EET as main knowledge sources. Students in Ghana report very little focus on developing
practical knowledge and skills through the EET they receive and teachers indicate the use of untailored
foreign curricula as a challenge to students. Namibian students have such little exposure to progressive
education that they may feel insecure when entering an innovative learning environment. Finally,
the South African education system has been criticized for its poor preparation of young learners for
future entrepreneurial careers and business skills due to focus on traditional learning methods.
Interestingly, several of those challenges may also apply to general academic education.
For instance, a study in Nigeria indicated that the lack of infrastructure and learning facilities,
public financing, inadequacy of academic staff and defective curricula are challenges facing higher
education [109]. In Haiti, 80% of primary schools are private, and hence cannot be afforded by the
poorer families, in addition to a shortage of trained academic staff and schooling infrastructure [110].
Poverty constricts access to schooling in Mexico, Malawi, Kenya and Colombia, while distance to
school lessens enrollment of Afghanis, particularly girls, in school [13]. Teachers were often found
absent in schools in Bangladesh, Ecuador, India, Indonesia, Peru and Uganda, while textbooks seem
to be tailored only to the best performing students in Kenya [13]. Although the nature of general
academic education and EET may differ, one may imply that some solutions to general academic
education challenges in less-stable countries may also apply to EET.
6. Tackling the Challenges: The Promise of Technology
Adaptive and intelligent technologies, though not entirely new [111–113], have only recently
become an (increasingly-) important part of debates concerning enhancing education in challenged
environments (see for example [114]). Currently, though, such educational technologies range from
simple innovations such as Cybersmart Africa’s use of PVC pipes, nylon sheets and Nintendo Wii
remote controls to create interactive whiteboards in Senegalese schools [115], to complex ones combining
various modern technologies to produce advanced educational software (see for example cases from
Morocco [116] and Taiwan [117]).
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A prominent example of currently widespread educational technologies is Massive Open Online
Courses (MOOCs), essentially online courses that allow anyone anywhere to register and access
educational content (usually) without paying fees. Though generally seen as a potential solution
to lack of educational materials, instructors and academic institutes in developing and fragile
countries [118,119], MOOCs do not necessarily foster the collaboration, adaptation and experiential
needs of effective entrepreneurial learning. On the other hand, several experiential and collaborative
learning technologies such as augmented reality [120,121] and wearable technologies [122] might be
difficult to implement in low-resources environments due to high cost and hardware maintenance needs.
Nevertheless, there exist several software-based solutions that have the ability to enhance
creative thinking, collaboration and problem-solving while mitigating specific fragility-related
challenges facing entrepreneurship education. Important examples are intelligent-tutoring systems
(ITS), mobile applications and simulation games built on foundations of machine learning, artificial
intelligence, gaming and mobile app development, among other technologies. Such technologies
could have the capability to enhance personalization, collaboration, engagement in and access to
learning [15], while addressing educational challenges such as shortage of qualified teachers and lack
of innovative educational materials, especially with their current availability in developing countries,
both home-grown (developed by local researchers) and designed elsewhere [14]. Below are some
specific examples of successful educational technology implementations in alert and warning countries,
identified through reviews of educational technology literature, that could inspire adaptive learning
system development and adoption for EET in the fragile context. It is worth mentioning that searching
through multiple databases, both mainstream and scientific, has yielded no results for case studies
explicitly featuring implementation of adaptive educational technology in EET.
• Example 1—Ghana and Zambia [123].
The use of an automated reading tutor, LISTEN, was piloted in Ghana and Zambia, through which
children who struggle in learning the English language learn through a personalized tutor. The tutor
listens to the child as they read stories displayed on the computer screen, analyzes the reading, and
provides graphical and spoken feedback. Learning progress is monitored, and stories are displayed at
a level appropriate to the child’s. In Ghana, this was piloted in an internet café near a school, where
only one computer was needed, which the children took turns to use. The system could potentially
include learning content adapted to the local culture and dialect.
The tutor was also tested on Ghanaian children from a public school in a low-income community
as well as others enrolled in an informal educational program for disadvantaged children and results
provide evidence that students who used the tutor gain considerably more knowledge than others. It
might also be worth mentioning that students received only minimal training in computer use before
using the software, and the system was often used by multiple children at a time, who would help each
other in their learning process. The system was then also tested in a Zambian school that contained a
computer lab and showed promising results.
• Example 2—Brazil [124].
Realizing the plentitude of online-available educational resources and materials combined with a
need for virtual teachers and independent student learning, Edukas was developed as “a learning
environment, a management system and an analytics framework” ([124], p. 12). The system uses data
mining techniques to analyze each student’s level and behavior and therefore suggest/predict learning
materials that fit them the most. Therefore, the students receive personalized learning content from a
large database. Teachers are also able to use the system to assess the students’ performance and define
action strategies and roadmaps that enhance their decision-making capabilities.
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• Example 3—India [125].
The use of computer games aiming at enhancing mathematics skills was implemented in schools
across Gujarat, where games were adjusted to each student’s level so each can learn at their own
pace. This approach had a significant impact on increasing test scores, presumably as each student is
self-stimulated independently from their own achievement level, particularly in communities where
students face negative social attitudes and prejudices. Such programs also appear to be inexpensive
and easy to scale.
• Example 4—Mexico [126].
EDUCA, an e-learning content development software, was developed to allow trainers and
educators to create a variety of courses, such as Introduction to Computer Science and Maya Language.
This tool allows a main instructor to create a virtual tutor using a variety of multimedia methods
such as video and images and define learning styles, tags, pre-requisites and quizzes. At a later stage,
learners themselves are able to add additional resources to the system. The software is then exported
to a mobile format, enabling students to access content from mobile devices. Specific prerequisites and
learning styles generate a personalized learning pathway for each student. The result is an intelligent
tutor that enables learning without the need for an external teacher and can be accessed remotely using
a mobile device.
• Example 5—Thailand and Pakistan [127].
A tutoring system was developed to assign medical solutions to patient problems to aid medical
students in their learning process. The system allows students to find flexible and creative acceptable
solutions to several medical scenarios and helps them find solutions to complex problems that might
not have a single correct answer. The system has the potential to evaluate the plausibility of the
solutions created by the students and has received positive feedback when tested in two medical
schools in Thailand and Pakistan.
• Example 6—China [14,128].
AutoTutor, an Intelligent Tutoring System ITS that has been implemented across multiple learning
domains, including computer literacy, physics, and critical thinking, simulates a human tutor by
holding a conversation with the learner in natural language. The dialogue is amplified through an
animated conversational agent and three-dimensional interactive simulations to enhance learning
engagement and depth. AutoTutor has been shown to significantly increase learning gains and
appeared indistinguishable from a human tutor during system testing. With China’s poor, rural and
migrant residents being challenged by lack of access to quality education, especially with qualified
teachers migrating to urban areas, the use of such ITS fits into the Chinese government strategies of
developing and adopting online and digital educational technology to enhance educational outcomes
across the country [129].
• Example 7—Pakistan [130].
Baghecha-e-Ism (BISM), an android mobile application, was developed as an educational game
to support 4th graders in learning Urdu grammar. The app contains audiovisual content that was
designed to better capture learners’ attention while an automated content generator produces learning
materials suitable for the learner’s level following specific content authoring rules. The app also
computes and stores analyses of each learner’s progress to support evaluating and monitoring the
learning process. The use of the game in Pakistani schools has been shown to yield significant
improvements in knowledge acquisition and produce additional inadvertent positive results, such as
enhanced collaboration between students and increased engagement and joy.
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As seen in the above cases, educational technology could enhance learning even in low-resource
environments among populations with low literacy levels and in school ages, such as the examples of
Ghana/Zambia, Pakistan and India. In addition, the Mexico and Pakistan examples demonstrate the
ability to develop and use educational technology on mobile devices, which is encouraging given the
rise in mobile device adoption in least developed countries even where personal computers might
not be widely available. The cases of Thailand/Pakistan and China could inspire the development
of a software that aids learners in assigning viable, creative solutions to various business problems,
where no one right answer might exist, in a dynamic and interactive environment. The Brazilian
example also shows how adaptive learning content and effective monitoring and evaluation can be
combined in one system. What those examples demonstrate is how technology can address the lack of
qualified educators and educational resources such as books or libraries, while often allowing access to
education from home or a mobile device at low or no cost to the student, particularly where funding
for education is lacking, with the added value of personalization of learning and increased student
engagement and collaboration.
In addition, technology-enabled learning environments can be aware of the learners’ prior
knowledge, skills and abilities and record and track different learning patterns among student groups
(e.g., males versus females) as well as successful versus unsuccessful means of collaboration among
students [15]. This could thus assist in assessing individual learning, for instance through evaluating
input to quizzes and interactive exercises, as well as comparing, monitoring and evaluating different
learning strategies [15]. Data collected and analyzed through software applications could also include
administrative data (e.g., school district, teacher) and demographic data (e.g., student age, gender,
school grades), which may allow for researching, analyzing and advancing learning tools [15].
7. Conclusions and Limitations
In the face of global fragility, social inequality and (youth) unemployment, entrepreneurship
could be key for sustainable socioeconomic empowerment. However, this is difficult to achieve
without education that employs the proper methods, tools and objectives and equally targets all
society segments. Therefore, this paper sought to deepen our understanding of EET in the sustainable
development context, shed light on associated challenges and better comprehend technology’s role as
a potential mitigation.
The study has several contributions and implications. From a theoretical standpoint, it
represents one of the first analyses of entrepreneurship education in the sustainable development
context and provides a unique framework to analyze the relationship of EET with respect to the
advancement of specific SDGs. Additionally, it targets little-addressed research gaps on fragile-country
entrepreneurship, particularly in the EET context, and provides a unique analysis of EET challenges
amid fragility. Moreover, this paper blends insights from the EET, sustainable development and
educational technology literature streams – ones that have rarely been combined in previous studies.
This research therefore sets the stage for future empirical analyses on EET’s contribution to SDGs, EET
challenges in fragile contexts and technology’s contribution to resolving those challenges.
The study reveals a shortage of EET research outside of stable western countries and university
walls, with little focus on environmental sustainability and innovative entrepreneurship particularly in
less-stable countries. Additionally, the reviewed articles seldom mentioned low-income groups, women
or minorities, with no research found on EET targeting conflict-affected individuals or migrants. This
could be due to the fact that researchers are often incentivized to merely publish their work rather than
focus on the social or environmental implications of their research [52,131], which calls for institutional
reforms that encourage scholars to pursue meaning and relevance in their research endeavors.
Accordingly, several specific recommendations may be made for future research. Firstly, although
entrepreneurship education research has been growing in major entrepreneurship journals, there is a
clear need for a shift in direction if entrepreneurship education research is to reach its full potential
with respect to supporting sustainable development. This includes an increase in the quantity of
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research featuring EET programs that are non-university-based, located outside of institutionally stable
countries and/or targeting demographic groups that are not adequately represented in entrepreneurship
scholarship (see also Welter et al.’s call to diversify entrepreneurship research [53]). For instance, a
myriad of EET initiatives have been recently established in fragile countries to enhance employability
and entrepreneurial knowledge for unemployed adults and school-aged youth. Such initiatives remain
under-studied by entrepreneurship scholars or at least highly underrepresented in highly ranked
entrepreneurship journals. A few examples include YES Network Pakistan, IFAD’s PROSPERER in
Madagascar and Botswana’s Kickstart in addition to global initiatives such as the ILO’s Know About
Business and the UNCTAD’s Empretec [132]. Similar initiatives should be key sampling and case
study targets for EET research if it were to enhance focus on advancing sustainability.
A shift in the quality of EET research is also needed. it is recommended to focus on research
pertaining to the desired outcomes of EET with relation to sustainable development. For example,
Moon et al. [133] point out the importance of building a socially and ecologically aware mindset
for learners and teachers alike to maximize the sustainable impact of EET in higher education
institutes. Although a large number of studies focus on mindset development as key EET outcome
(for example [68,69,134,135]), very few focus on EET’s relationship to developing the mindset needed
to achieve sustainability through entrepreneurship. Additionally, I follow Schaltegger et al. [136] in
recommending additional research on the role of collaboration in achieving sustainable development
through entrepreneurship, with a specific focus on EET’s impact on fostering collaborative mechanisms
among and within entrepreneurial ventures and teams to enhance sustainability. Finally, the success
of EET programs remains largely evaluated from an economic perspective (e.g., number of startups
established, financial performance of resulting firms, etc.) rather than a social or environmental
perspective [137]. These evaluation approaches are rather insufficient to evaluate EET’s contribution to
sustainable development. It is, therefore, recommended to perform research evaluating EET based
on impact on critical thinking skills [138] and competencies [139] needed to achieve sustainable
development, as well as using evaluation tools particularly tailored towards measuring sustainable
impact [140].
Additionally, further research is recommended on macrolevel factors that influence EET’s
contribution to SDGs. For instance, studies show that additional workload on instructors [70] and
cultural resistance [71,108] are among the reasons that hinder entrepreneurship educators from using
experiential learning methods, but few studies focus on how resource constraints, national culture
or religion contribute to these issues. Additionally, the impact of entrepreneurship policies, funding
allocations and donor strategies on EET program design and outcomes with respect to sustainability
are worth investigating.
In addition to pinpointing areas of improvement for current EET research to better target SDG
advancement, the findings have several implications for EET practitioners. Firstly, the study identifies
several areas where EET initiatives ought to shift focus. For instance, more programs that are
particularly inclusive to women, ethnic minorities, differently abled individuals and the low-income
need to be established. This could be supported through the involvement of those target beneficiary
groups in the design and management of EET programs. The inclusion of EET in public school curricula
worldwide also needs to be considered. Moreover, EET programs need not simply focus on starting a
business as an end result, rather on building the mindsets and skills to create ecologically and socially
responsible future products and services.
Additionally, the paper sheds light on the unique challenges that education and research face in
fragile countries—namely, the shortage of funding and qualified teachers, prevalence of traditional
education methods and poor access to EET—calling for alternative mechanisms through which EET
implementation and research can be optimized. Alternative financing mechanisms and teacher training
approaches, particularly to build an experiential learning culture and sustainability mindset within
educators, might be particularly worth considering in fragile settings.
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Technology-based EET is proposed as a possible mitigation to the challenges in fragile contexts, as
several educational technologies do not only allow for the personalized, collaborative learning needed
for entrepreneurial skill and mindset development, but could potentially tackle specific education
challenges such as lack of access to learning centers, qualified educators and innovative teaching
materials in the absence of sufficient financial resources. In addition, such technologies provide
alternative research avenues by easing some of the barriers associated with conducting research
in alert and warning countries. Future research evaluating how various technological tools and
approaches could be best implemented in EET is needed in addition to research focusing on using
educational technology as means to research and evaluate EET initiatives. Moreover, practitioners are
invited to experiment with implementing such technologies in EET, drawing on learnings from other
educational contexts.
Undoubtedly, findings from this study are not conclusive, and are dependent on the literature
search criteria used in this systematic review. For example, literature from development economics,
pedagogical sciences and computer science has not been explicitly included in the main review
conducted in this paper. In addition, alert and warning countries are not all the same and each
has unique characteristics and challenges that need to be carefully evaluated and considered when
formulating solutions. This article simply aims to emphasize some of these challenges to open the
door for contemplation and future investigation.
Finally, technology alone cannot be considered a magic problem solver. The success of using
technology to tackle education challenges highly depends on technology customization to local culture
and traditions, whether proper analysis of local needs was performed, availability of adequate technical
maintenance and the provision of local guidance on technology use [141]. In addition, issues such as
poor infrastructure (e.g., electricity, internet or hardware availability) and the enforcement of local
political regulations on learning content need to be considered [14]. This calls for proper communication
and alignment between technology developers, sponsors, end-users and host governments [14], as
well as thorough analysis and understanding of local environments. Leveraging on-the-ground
resources, such as civil society organizations, activists and community leaders could prove valuable in
those circumstances.
Funding: I acknowledge support by the German Research Foundation and the Open Access Publication Fund of
TU Berlin.
Acknowledgments: I would like to thank my PhD supervisor, Jan Kratzer, for his continuous support. Special
thanks also go to Clemens Möckel for the inspiring conversations and scientific discussions.
Conflicts of Interest: The author declares no conflict of interest.
References
1. World Bank. World Bank: Fragility, Conflict and Violence. 4 March 2018. Available online: http:
//www.worldbank.org/en/topic/fragilityconflictviolence/overview (accessed on 11 January 2018).
2. OECD. States of Fragility 2016; Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development: Paris, France, 2016.
3. International Alert. If Victims Become Perpetrators: Factors Contributing to Vulnerability and Resilience to Violent
Extremism in the Central Sahel; International Alert: London, UK, 2018.
4. Aubrey, M.; Aubrey, R.; Brodrick, F.; Brooks, C. Why Young Syrians Choose to Fight: Vulnerability and Resilience
to Recruitment by Violent Extremist Groups in Syria; International Alert: London, UK, 2016.
5. United Nations. World Youth Report: Youth and the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development; United Nations:
New York, NY, USA, 2017.
6. Apostolopoulos, N.; Al-Dajani, H.; Holt, D.; Jones, P.; Jones, N.R. Entrepreneurship and the Sustainable
Development Goals. In Entrepreneurship and the Sustainable Development Goals; Emerald Publishing Limited:
Bingley, UK, 2018; pp. 1–7.
7. Baumol, W.J.; Litan, R.E.; Schramm, C.J.; Strom, R.J. Innovative Entrepreneurship and Policy: Toward
Initiation and Preservation of Growth. In The Economics of Small Businesses: An International Perspective;
Physica-Verlag Heidelberg: Heidelberg, Germany, 2011; pp. 3–23.
Sustainability 2019, 11, 5343 18 of 23
8. Martin, B.C.; McNally, J.J.; Kay, M.J. Examining the formation of human capital in entrepreneurship:
A meta-analysis of entrepreneurship education outcomes. J. Bus. Ventur. 2013, 28, 211–224. [CrossRef]
9. Walter, S.G.; Block, J.H. Outcomes of entrepreneurship education: An institutional perspective. J. Bus. Ventur.
2016, 31, 216–233. [CrossRef]
10. Naude, W. Peace, Prosperity, and Pro-Growth Entrepreneurship. In United Nations University World Institute
for Development Economic Research (UNU-WIDER); Working Paper 2; United Nations University: Helsinki,
Finland, 2007.
11. Ács, Z. How Is Entrepreneurship Good for Economic Growth? Innov. Technol. Gov. Glob. 2006, 1, 97–107.
12. Karnani, A. The Bottom of the Pyramid Strategy for Reducing Poverty: A Failed Promise; DESA Working Paper
No. 80; United Nations: New York, UK, USA, 2009.
13. Kremer, M.; Brannen, C.; Glennerster, R. The Challenge of Education and Learning in the Developing World.
Science 2017, 340, 297–300. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
14. Nye, B.D. Intelligent Tutoring Systems by and for the Developing World: A Review of Trends and Approaches
for Educational Technology in a Global Context. Int. J. Artif. Intell. Educ. 2015, 25, 177–203. [CrossRef]
15. Woolf, B.P.; Lane, H.C.; Chaudhri, V.K.; Kolodner, J.L. AI Grand Challenges for Education. AI Mag. 2013, 34,
66–84. [CrossRef]
16. ITC. ICT Facts and Figures 2017; International Telecommunication Union: Geneva, Switzerland, 2017.
17. Valerio, A.; Parton, B.; Robb, A. Entrepreneurship Education and Training Programs around the World: Dimensions
for Success; The World Bank: Washington, DC, USA, 2014.
18. Fayolle, A. Personal views on the future of entrepreneurship education. Entrep. Reg. Dev. 2013, 25, 692–701.
[CrossRef]
19. Eichler, G.M.; Schwarz, E.J. What Sustainable Development Goals Do Social Innovations Address?
A Systematic Review and Content Analysis of Social Innovation Literature. Sustainability 2019, 11, 522.
[CrossRef]
20. Baumol, W.J. The Microtheory of Innovative Entrepreneurship; Princeton University Press: Princeton, NJ,
USA, 2010.
21. Griffiths, M.; Kickul, J.; Bacq, S.; Terjesen, S. A Dialogue With William J. Baumol: Insights on Entrepreneurship
Theory and Education. Entrep. Theory Pract. 2012, 36, 611–625. [CrossRef]
22. Minniti, M.; Lévesque, M. Entrepreneurial types and economic growth. J. Bus. Ventur. 2010, 25, 305–314.
[CrossRef]
23. Audretsch, D.B. Entrepreneurship capital and economic growth. Oxf. Rev. Econ. Policy 2007, 23, 63–78.
[CrossRef]
24. Baumol, W.J.; Strom, R.J. Entrepreneurship and economic growth. Strat. Entrep. J. 2007, 1, 233–237. [CrossRef]
25. Fogel, K.H.A.; Morck, R.; Yeung, B. Institutional Obstacles to Entrepreneurship. In The Oxford Handbook of
Entrepreneurship; Oxford University Press: Oxford, UK, 2009.
26. Koveos, P.; Yimin, Z. Regional Inequality and Poverty in Pre- and Postreform China: Can Entrepreneurship
Make a Difference? Thunderbird Int. Bus. Rev. 2012, 54, 59–72. [CrossRef]
27. Khan, R. How Frugal Innovation Promotes Social Sustainability. Sustainability 2016, 8, 1034. [CrossRef]
28. Pansera, M.; Sarkar, S. Crafting Sustainable Development Solutions: Frugal Innovations of Grassroots
Entrepreneurs. Sustainability 2016, 8, 51. [CrossRef]
29. Kato, M.P.; Kratzer, J. Empowering Women through Microfinance: Evidence from Tanzania. ACRN J. Entrep.
Perspect. 2013, 2, 31–59.
30. Huis, M.; Lensink, R.; Vu, N.; Hansen, N. Impacts of the Gender and Entrepreneurship Together Ahead (GET
Ahead) training on empowerment of female microfinance borrowers in Northern Vietnam. World Dev. 2019,
120, 46–61. [CrossRef]
31. Yunis, M.S.; Hashim, H.; Anderson, A.R. Enablers and Constraints of Female Entrepreneurship in Khyber
Pukhtunkhawa, Pakistan: Institutional and Feminist Perspectives. Sustainability 2019, 11, 27. [CrossRef]
32. Rashid, L. Call Me a Business Owner, Not a Refugee!” Challenges of and Perspectives on Newcomer Entrepreneurship;
Working Paper No.7; Center for International Governance Innovation, World Refugee Council: Waterloo,
ON, Canada, 2018.
33. Wauters, B.; Lambrecht, J. Barriers to Refugee Entrepreneurship in Belgium: Towards an Explanatory Model.
J. Ethn. Migr. Stud. 2008, 34, 895–915. [CrossRef]
Sustainability 2019, 11, 5343 19 of 23
34. Brandt, K.L. Making Immigrant Integration Work: A Case Study of Refugee Resettlement in Philadelphia, PA;
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Department of Urban Studies and Planning: Cambridge, MA,
USA, 2010.
35. Betts, A.; Bloom, L.; Weaver, N. Refugee Innovation: Humanitarian Innovation that Starts with Communities;
Humanitarian Innovation Project; University of Oxford: Oxford, UK, 2015.
36. Munkejord, M.C. Modes of entry to male immigrant entrepreneurship in a rural context: Start-up stories
from Northern Norway. Entrep. Bus. Econ. Rev. 2015, 3, 143–160. [CrossRef]
37. Wikström, F.; Williams, H.; Trischler, J.; Rowe, Z. The Importance of Packaging Functions for Food Waste of
Different Products in Households. Sustainability 2019, 11, 2641. [CrossRef]
38. Walz, R.; Pfaff, M.; Marscheider-Weidemann, F.; Glöser-Chahoud, S. Innovations for reaching the green
sustainable development goals—Where will they come from? Int. Econ. Econ. Policy 2017, 14, 449–480.
[CrossRef]
39. Becker, G.S. Human Capital; Columbia University Press: New York, NY, USA, 1964.
40. Dewey, J. Experience and Education; Kappa Delta Pi: New York, NY, USA, 1938.
41. Piperopoulos, P.; Dimov, D. Burst Bubbles or Build Steam? Entrepreneurship Education, Entrepreneurial
Self-Efficacy, and Entrepreneurial Intentions. J. Small Bus. Manag. 2015, 53, 970–985. [CrossRef]
42. McGuigan, P.J. Practicing What We Preach: Entrepreneurship in Entrepreneurship Education. J. Entrep. Educ.
2016, 19, 38–50.
43. Velázquez, F.D.C.; Méndez, G.M. Augmented Reality and Mobile Devices: A Binominal Methodological
Resource for Inclusive Education (SDG 4). An Example in Secondary Education. Sustainability 2018, 10, 3446.
[CrossRef]
44. Kostoska, O.; Kocarev, L. A Novel ICT Framework for Sustainable Development Goals. Sustainability 2019,
11, 1961. [CrossRef]
45. Denyer, D.; Smart, P.; Tranfield, D. Towards a Methodology for Developing Evidence-Informed Management
Knowledge by Means of Systematic Review. Br. J. Manag. 2003, 14, 207–222.
46. Moher, D.; Liberati, A.; Tetzlaff, J.; Altman, D.G. Preferred reporting items for systematic reviews and
meta-analyses: The PRISMA statement. PLoS Med. 2009, 6, e1000097. [CrossRef]
47. Falagas, M.E.; Pitsouni, E.I.; Malietzis, G.A.; Pappas, G. Comparison of PubMed, Scopus, Web of Science,
and Google Scholar: Strengths and weaknesses. FASEB J. 2008, 22, 338–342. [CrossRef]
48. Chadegani, A.A.; Salehi, H.; Yunus, M.M.; Farhadi, H.; Fooladi, M.; Farhadi, M.; Ebrahim, N.A. A Comparison
between Two Main Academic Literature Collections: Web of Science and Scopus Databases. Asian Soc. Sci.
2013, 9, 18–26. [CrossRef]
49. Zott, C.; Amit, R.; Massa, L. The Business Model: Recent Developments and Future Research. J. Manag. 2011,
37, 1019–1042.
50. VHB. Teilrating Entrepreneurship. 3 March 2019. Available online: http://vhbonline.org/vhb4you/jourqual/
vhb-jourqual-3/teilrating-entrepreneurship/ (accessed on 3 March 2019).
51. Podsakoff, P.M.; MacKenzie, S.B.; Bachrach, D.G.; Podsakoff, N.P. The influence of management journals in
the 1980s and 1990s. Strat. Manag. J. 2005, 26, 473–488. [CrossRef]
52. Wiklund, J.; Wright, M.; Zahra, S.A. Conquering Relevance: Entrepreneurship Research’s Grand Challenge.
Entrep. Theory Pract. 2019, 43, 419–436. [CrossRef]
53. Welter, F.; Baker, T.; Audretsch, D.B.; Gartner, W.B. Everyday Entrepreneurship—A Call for Entrepreneurship
Research to Embrace Entrepreneurial Diversity. Entrep. Theory Pract. 2017, 41, 311–321. [CrossRef]
54. World Bank. World Bank Country and Lending Groups. 2 March 2018. Available online: https://datahelpdesk.
worldbank.org/knowledgebase/topics/19280-country-classification (accessed on 1 February 2018).
55. Fund for Peace. Global Data—Fragile States Index 2019. 2019. Available online: https://fragilestatesindex.
org/analytics/fsi-heat-map/ (accessed on 3 July 2019).
56. Lefebvre, M.R.; Redien-Collot, R. Achieving Legitimacy in Entrepreneurship Education: A Case Study.
J. Enterp. Cult. 2012, 20, 481–500. [CrossRef]
57. Asvoll, H.; Jacobsen, P.J. A Case Study: Action Based Entrepreneurship Education, How Experience Problems
Can Be Overcome and Collaboration Problems Mitigated. J. Entrep. Educ. 2012, 15, 75–97.
58. Janssen, F.; Bacq, S. Cultural and Outcomes-Related Issues in Implementing an Interdisciplinary
Cross-Campus Entrepreneurship Education Program. J. Small Bus. Entrep. 2010, 23, 733–746. [CrossRef]
Sustainability 2019, 11, 5343 20 of 23
59. Buller, P.F.; Finkle, T.A. The Hogan Entrepreneurial Leadership Program: An Innovative Model of
Entrepreneurship Education. J. Entrep. Educ. 2013, 16, 113–132.
60. Mayer, I.; Kortmann, R.; Wenzler, I.; Wetters, A.; Spaans, J. Game-Based Entrepreneurship Education:
Identifying Enterprising Personality, Motivation and Intentions Amongst Engineering Students. J. Entrep.
Educ. 2014, 17, 217–244.
61. Ahmed, T.; Chandran, V.; Klobas, J. Specialized entrepreneurship education: Does it really matter? Fresh
evidence from Pakistan. Int. J. Entrep. Behav. Res. 2017, 23, 4–19. [CrossRef]
62. Elmuti, D.; Khoury, G.; Omran, O. Does Entrepreneurship Education Have a Role in Developing
Entrepreneurial Skills and Venture Effectiveness? J. Entrep. Educ. 2012, 15, 83–98.
63. Ghina, A.; Simatupang, T.; Gustomo, A. The Relevancy of Graduates’ Competencies to the Effectiveness of
Entrepreneurship Education: A Case Study at SBM ITB—Indonesia. J. Entrep. Educ. 2017, 20, 1–24.
64. Morris, M.H.; Webb, J.W.; Fu, J.; Singhal, S. A Competency-Based Perspective on Entrepreneurship Education.
Conceptual and Empirical Insights. J. Small Bus. Manag. 2013, 51, 352–369. [CrossRef]
65. Fayolle, A.; Gailly, B. The Impact of Entrepreneurship Education on Entrepreneurial Attitudes and Intention:
Hysteresis and Persistence. J. Small Bus. Manag. 2015, 53, 75–93. [CrossRef]
66. Gielnik, M.M.; Uy, M.A.; Funken, R.; Bischoff, K.M. Boosting and sustaining passion: A long-term perspective
on the effects of entrepreneurship training. J. Bus. Ventur. 2017, 32, 334–353. [CrossRef]
67. Arpiainen, R.-L.; Tynjälä, P. Introducing Team Learning in a Developing Economy: Students’ Experiences of
Experiential Entrepreneurship Education in Namibia. J. Enterp. Cult. 2017, 25, 179–210. [CrossRef]
68. Dutta, D.K.; Li, J.; Merenda, M. Fostering Entrepreneurship: Impact of Specialization and Diversity in
Education. Int. Entrep. Manag. J. 2011, 7, 163–179. [CrossRef]
69. Turnbull, A.; Eickhoff, M. Business Creativity—Innovating European Entrepreneurship Education. J. Small
Bus. Entrep. 2011, 24, 139–149. [CrossRef]
70. Drummond, C.K. Team-Based Learning to Enhance Critical Thinking Skills in Entrepreneurship Education.
J. Entrep. Educ. 2012, 15, 57–63.
71. Benson, C.C.; Palin, G.R.; Cooney, T.M.; Farrell, K. Agents of Change: Using Transformative Learning Theory
to Enhance Social Entrepreneurship Education. In Proceedings of the 57th Annual ICSB World Conference,
Wellington, New Zealand, 10–13 June 2012.
72. Hoppe, M. Policy and entrepreneurship education. Small Bus. Econ. 2016, 46, 13–29. [CrossRef]
73. Thrane, C.; Blenker, P.; Korsgaard, S.; Neergaard, H. The promise of entrepreneurship education:
Reconceptualizing the individual–opportunity nexus as a conceptual framework for entrepreneurship
education. Int. Small Bus. J. Res. Entrep. 2016, 34, 905–924. [CrossRef]
74. Ghina, A.; Simatupang, T.M.; Gustomo, A. Building a Systematic Framework for Entrepreneurship Education.
J. Entrep. Educ. 2015, 18, 73–98.
75. Rideout, E.C.; Gray, D.O. Does Entrepreneurship Education Really Work? A Review and Methodological
Critique of the Empirical Literature on the Effects of University-Based Entrepreneurship Education. J. Small
Bus. Manag. 2013, 51, 329–351. [CrossRef]
76. Lorz, M.; Mueller, S.; Volery, T. Entrepreneurship Education: A Systematic Review of the Methods in Impact
Studies. J. Enterp. Cult. 2013, 21, 123–151. [CrossRef]
77. OECD. States of Fragility 2018: Highlights; Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development: Paris,
France, 2018.
78. Wood, E.J. The Ethical Challenges of Field Research in Conflict Zones. Qual. Sociol. 2006, 29, 373–386.
[CrossRef]
79. UNHCR. Forced Displacement in 2017: Global Trends; United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees:
Geneva, Switzerland, 2018.
80. GEM. 2017/18 Global Report; Global Entrepreneurship Monitor: London, UK, 2018.
81. Ettl, K.; Welter, F. Gender, context and entrepreneurial learning. Int. J. Gend. Entrep. 2010, 2, 108–129.
[CrossRef]
82. Winder, F. Childhood Trauma and Special Education: Why the “IDEA” is Failing Today’s Impacted Youth.
Hofstra Law Rev. 2015, 44, 18.
83. WHO. Breaking the Vicious Cycle Between Mental Ill-Health and Poverty; World Health Organization: Geneva,
Switzerland, 2007.
Sustainability 2019, 11, 5343 21 of 23
84. Kassean, H.; Vanevenhoven, J.; Liguori, E.; Winkel, D.E. Entrepreneurship education: A need for reflection,
real-world experience and action. Int. J. Entrep. Behav. Res. 2015, 21, 690–708. [CrossRef]
85. Entrialgo, M.; Iglesias, V. The moderating role of entrepreneurship education on the antecedents of
entrepreneurial intention. Int. Entrep. Manag. J. 2016, 12, 1209–1232. [CrossRef]
86. Kunday, Ö.; Çakır, C. Young people’s emotional intelligence promoting entrepreneurial orientation: Enhanced
by education. Int. J. Entrep. Small Bus. 2017, 30, 341. [CrossRef]
87. Ashourizadeh, S.; Nasiri, N.; Schøtt, T. Entrepreneurial intention benefitting from education, training and
competence: Egypt and Iran. Int. J. Entrep. Small Bus. 2014, 23, 94. [CrossRef]
88. Ojala, A.; Heikkilä, J. Entrepreneurship Training for New Ventures. Int. Entrep. Manag. J. 2011, 7, 297–310.
[CrossRef]
89. O’Connor, A. A conceptual framework for entrepreneurship education policy: Meeting government and
economic purposes. J. Bus. Ventur. 2013, 28, 546–563. [CrossRef]
90. Oosterbeek, H.; Van Praag, M.; Ijsselstein, A. The impact of entrepreneurship education on entrepreneurship
skills and motivation. Eur. Econ. Rev. 2010, 54, 442–454. [CrossRef]
91. Souitaris, V.; Zerbinati, S.; Al-Laham, A. Do entrepreneurship programmes raise entrepreneurial intention of
science and engineering students? The effect of learning, inspiration and resources. J. Bus. Ventur. 2007, 22,
566–591. [CrossRef]
92. Ojastu, D.; Chiu, R.; Olsen, P.I. Cognitive model of entrepreneurship and its reflection in education. J. Enterp.
Cult. 2011, 19, 397–434. [CrossRef]
93. Dhahri, S.; Omri, A. Entrepreneurship contribution to the three pillars of sustainable development: What
does the evidence really say? World Dev. 2018, 106, 64–77. [CrossRef]
94. Moon, C.J. 100 Global Innovative Sustainability Projects: Evaluation and Implications for Entrepreneurship
Education. In Proceedings of the 12th European Conference on Innovation & Entrepreneurship, Paris, France,
21–22 September 2017.
95. Moon, C. Contributions to the SDGs through Social and Eco entrepreneurship: New Mindsets for Sustainable
Solutions. In Entrepreneurship and the Sustainable Development Goals; Emerald Publishing Limited: Bingley,
UK, 2018; pp. 47–68.
96. Johannisson, B. Limits to and prospects of entrepreneurship education in the academic context. Entrep. Reg.
Dev. 2016, 28, 403–423. [CrossRef]
97. Karimi, S.; Biemans, H.J.A.; Lans, T.; Chizari, M.; Mulder, M. The Impact of Entrepreneurship Education.
A Study of Iranian Students’ Entrepreneurial Intentions and Opportunity Identification. J. Small Bus. Manag.
2016, 54, 187–209. [CrossRef]
98. Paco, A.; Ferreira, J.; Raposo, M. Development of Entrepreneurship Education Programmes for HEI Students:
The Lean Startup Approach. J. Entrep. Educ. 2016, 19, 39–52.
99. Hayes, D.; Richmond, W. Using an Online Assessment to Examine Entrepreneurship Student Traits and to
Measure and Improve the Impact of Entrepreneurship Education. J. Entrep. Educ. 2017, 20, 88–107.
100. Lans, T.; Hulsink, W.; Baert, H.; Mulder, M. Entrepreneurship Education in a Small Business Context: Insights
from the Competence-Based Approach. J. Enterp. Cult. 2008, 16, 363–383. [CrossRef]
101. Kirby, D.A.; Ibrahim, N. Entrepreneurship education and the creation of an enterprise culture. Provisional
results from an experiment in Egypt. Int. Entrep. Manag. J. 2011, 7, 181–193. [CrossRef]
102. Libombo, D.B.; Dinis, A. Entrepreneurship education in the context of developing countries: Study of the
status and the main barriers in mozambican higher education institutions. J. Dev. Entrep. 2015, 20, 1550020.
[CrossRef]
103. Lima, E.; Lopes, R.M.A.; Nassif, V.M.J.; Silva, D. Opportunities to Improve Entrepreneurship Education:
Contributions Considering Brazilian Challenges. J. Small Bus. Manag. 2015, 53, 1033–1051. [CrossRef]
104. Benedict, E.A.; Venter, P.F. Education, Entrepreneurial Mindset and Innovation: Necessary Ingredients for
Increasing Entrepreneurial Activity in South Africa. Int. J. Entrep. Innov. Manag. 2010, 11, 239. [CrossRef]
105. Mukesh, H.V.; Rao, A.S.; Pillai, K.R. Entrepreneurial Potential and Higher Education System in India.
J. Entrep. 2018, 27, 258–276. [CrossRef]
106. Westhead, P.; Solesvik, M. Entrepreneurship Education and Entrepreneurial Intention: Do Female Students
Benefit? Int. Small Bus. J. 2016, 34, 979–1003. [CrossRef]
107. Dzisi, S.; Odoom, F. Entrepreneurship Education and Training in Higher Educational Institutions in Ghana.
J. Int. Entrep. 2017, 15, 436–452. [CrossRef]
Sustainability 2019, 11, 5343 22 of 23
108. Kurczewska, A.; Kyro, P.; Abbas, A. Transformative Capacity of Entrepreneurship Education in Two Different
Cultural Settings—Morphogenetic Analysis of Egypt and Finland. J. Enterp. Cult. 2014, 22, 401–435.
[CrossRef]
109. Aluede, O.; Idogho, P.O.; Imonikhe, J.S. Increasing Access to University Education in Nigeria: Present
Challenges and Suggestions for the Future. Afr. Symp. 2012, 12, 3–13.
110. World Bank. Improving Access to Education for the Poor in Haiti. 17 April 2017. Available online: http:
//www.worldbank.org/en/results/2017/04/11/improving-access-to-education-for-the-poor-in-haiti (accessed
on 15 March 2018).
111. Nkambou, R.; Mizoguchi, R.; Bourdeau, J.Advances in Intelligent Tutoring Systems; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg,
Germany, 2010.
112. Carbonell, J.R. AI in CAI: An Artificial-Intelligence Approach to Computer-Assisted Instruction. IEEE Trans.
Man Mach. Syst. 1970, 11, 190–202. [CrossRef]
113. Bloom, B.S. The 2 Sigma Problem: The Search for Methods of Group Instruction as Effective as One-to-One
Tutoring. Educ. Res. 1984, 13, 4–16. [CrossRef]
114. Calhoun, E.; Calhoun, N. Using Technology to Shift Education Paradigms in Low-Resource Environments.
Stab. Int. J. Secur. Dev. 2014, 3, 21.
115. Trucano, M. Using ICTs in Schools with no Electricity. 19 October 2011. Available online: http://blogs.
worldbank.org/edutech/off-the-grid (accessed on 27 August 2019).
116. Fahim, M.; Ouchao, B.; Jakimi, A.; El Bermi, L. Application of a Non-Immersive VR, IoT Based Approach to
Help Moroccan Students Carry Out Practical Activities in a Personal Learning Style. Future Internet 2019,
11, 11. [CrossRef]
117. Chien, Y.-H. Technology-Enhanced Learning: An Optimal CPS Learning Application. Sustainability 2019,
11, 4415. [CrossRef]
118. Liyanagunawardena, T.R. Massive Open Online Courses. Humanities 2015, 4, 35–41. [CrossRef]
119. Thapa, D.; Sein, M. Building Educational Capabilities through Information Technology in Developing
Countries: It Takes a Village. In Proceedings of the 52nd ACM Conference on Computers and People
Research, Singapore, 29–31 May 2014.
120. Lytridis, C.; Tsinakos, A.; Kazanidis, I. ARTutor—An Augmented Reality Platform for Interactive Distance
Learning. Educ. Sci. 2018, 8, 6. [CrossRef]
121. Birt, J.; Stromberga, Z.; Cowling, M.; Moro, C. Mobile Mixed Reality for Experiential Learning and Simulation
in Medical and Health Sciences Education. Information 2018, 9, 31. [CrossRef]
122. Kutafina, E.; Laukamp, D.; Bettermann, R.; Schroeder, U.; Jonas, S.M. Wearable Sensors for eLearning of
Manual Tasks: Using Forearm EMG in Hand Hygiene Training. Sensors 2016, 16, 1221. [CrossRef]
123. Mills-Tettey, G.A.; Mostow, J.; Dias, M.B.; Sweet, T.M.; Belousov, S.M.; Dias, M.F.; Gong, H. Improving Child
Literacy in Africa: Experiments with an Automated Reading Tutor; Robotics Institute, School of Computer Science,
Carnegie Melon University: Pittsburg, PA, USA, 2009.
124. Gomede, E.; Gaffo, F.H.; Briganó, G.U.; De Barros, R.M.; Mendes, L.D.S. Application of Computational
Intelligence to Improve Education in Smart Cities. Sensors 2018, 18, 267. [CrossRef]
125. Banerjee, A.V.; Cole, S.; Duflo, E.; Linden, L. Remedying Education: Evidence from Two Randomized
Experiments in India. Q. J. Econ. 2007, 122, 1235–1264. [CrossRef]
126. Cabada, R.Z.; Estrada, M.L.B.; García, C.A.R. EDUCA: A web 2.0 authoring tool for developing adaptive and
intelligent tutoring systems using a Kohonen network. Expert Syst. Appl. 2011, 38, 9522–9529. [CrossRef]
127. Kazi, H.; Haddawy, P.; Suebnukarn, S. Expanding the Space of Plausible Solutions in a Medical Tutoring
System for Problem-Based Learning. Int. J. Artif. Intell. Educ. 2009, 19, 309–334.
128. Graesser, A.C.; Chipman, P.; Haynes, B.C.; Olney, A. AutoTutor: An Intelligent Tutoring System with
Mixed-Initiative Dialogue. IEEE Trans. Edu. 2005, 48, 612–618. [CrossRef]
129. OECD. Education in China: A Snapshot; Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development: Paris,
France, 2016.
130. Khan, S.; Hwang, G.-J.; Abbas, M.A.; Rehman, A. Mitigating the Urban–Rural Educational Gap in Developing
Countries through Mobile Technology-Supported Learning. Br. J. Educ. Technol. 2019, 5, 735–749. [CrossRef]
131. Beynaghi, A.; Trencher, G.; Moztarzadeh, F.; Mozafari, M.; Maknoon, R.; Filho, W.L.; Leal, W. Future
sustainability scenarios for universities: Moving beyond the United Nations Decade of Education for
Sustainable Development. J. Clean. Prod. 2016, 112, 3464–3478. [CrossRef]
Sustainability 2019, 11, 5343 23 of 23
132. UNCTAD. Policy Guide on Youth Entrepreneurship; United Nations Conference on Trade and Development:
New York, NY, USA; Geneva, Switzerland, 2015.
133. Moon, C.J.; Walmsley, A.; Apostolopoulos, N. Governance implications of the UN higher education
sustainability initiative. Corp. Gov. 2018, 18, 624–634. [CrossRef]
134. Middermann, L.H.; Rashid, L. Cross-Country Differences in Entrepreneurial Internationalization Tendencies:
Evidence from Germany and Pakistan. Adm. Sci. 2019, 9, 54. [CrossRef]
135. Ndou, V.; Secundo, G.; Schiuma, G.; Passiante, G. Insights for Shaping Entrepreneurship Education: Evidence
from the European Entrepreneurship Centers. Sustainability 2018, 10, 4323. [CrossRef]
136. Schaltegger, S.; Beckmann, M.; Hockerts, K. Collaborative Entrepreneurship for Sustainability: Creating
Solutions in Light of the UN Sustainable Development Goals. Int. J. Entrep. Ventur. 2018, 10, 131. [CrossRef]
137. Sarasvathy, S.D. Making It Happen: Beyond Theories of the Firm to Theories of Firm Design. Entrep. Theory
Pract. 2004, 28, 519–531. [CrossRef]
138. Straková, Z.; Cimermanová, I. Critical Thinking Development—A Necessary Step in Higher Education
Transformation towards Sustainability. Sustainability 2018, 10, 3366. [CrossRef]
139. Eizaguirre, A.; García-Feijoo, M.; Laka, J.P. Defining Sustainability Core Competencies in Business and
Management Studies Based on Multinational Stakeholders’ Perceptions. Sustainability 2019, 11, 2303.
[CrossRef]
140. Horne, J. The Sustainability Impact of New Ventures: Measuring and Managing Entrepreneurial Contributions to
Sustainable Development; Technische Universität Berlin: Berlin, Germany, 2019.
141. Shah, N. A blurry vision: Reconsidering the failure of the one laptop per child initiative. WR: Journal of the
CAS Writing Program, Boston University. 2011. Available online: http://www.bu.edu/writingprogram/journal/
past-issues/issue-3/ (accessed on 26 September 2019).
© 2019 by the author. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).
